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DN FBT CV 15 6048103-S 

 

DONNA L. SOTO, ADMINISTRATRIX ) SUPERIOR COURT 

OF THE ESTATE OF VICTORIA L.  ) 

SOTO, DECEASED, ET AL.   )  J.D. OF FAIRFIELD/BRIDGEPORT 

      ) @ BRIDGEPORT 

v.      )  

      ) 

BUSHMASTER FIREARMS   ) 

INTERNATIONAL, LLC, ET AL.  )  MAY 16, 2016 

 

OBJECTION OF DEFENDANTS, REMINGTON OUTDOOR COMPANY, INC. and 

REMINGTON ARMS COMPANY, LLC, TO PLAINTIFFS’ DOCUMENT REQUEST 

APPENDED TO NOTICES OF DEPOSITION 

 

 The Defendants in the above-referenced matter, REMINGTON OUTDOOR COMPANY, 

INC. and REMINGTON ARMS COMPANY, LLC (“Remington”), pursuant to Practice Book 

Section 13-27(g) and 13-10, respectfully object to the identical document requests appended to 

the Notice of Deposition of Remington Outdoor Company, Inc.’s Corporate Designee 

Concerning Safety Policies and Practices, and the Notice of Deposition of Remington Arms 

Company, LLC’s Corporate Designee Concerning Safety Policies and Practices, both dated April 

15, 2016, as follows: 

Documents Requested to be Produced at Depositions Pursuant to Practice Book Section 13-27(g)  

A. Documents concerning the Company’s present and historical policies and practices 

concerning safe sale of firearms, the safety of users of firearms, and the protection of 

the public from the unlawful use of firearms from the inception of the Company until 

the present day. 
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Objection:  Plaintiffs have requested documents regarding Remington’s policies and practices 

regarding the safe sale of firearms, the safety of users of firearms, and the protection of the 

public from unlawful use of firearms “from the inception of the Company until the present day.”   

Remington was founded in 1816, and plaintiffs’ request, on its face, asks for documents going 

back for 200 years.  Remington objects to this document request on the grounds that it is overly 

broad and compliance would be unduly burdensome to Remington.  Remington also objects to 

this document request on the grounds that it is vague and confusing, in that plaintiffs do not 

define or explain what they mean by the terms “safe sale of firearms” or the “safety of users of 

firearms” in a sufficiently specific manner to enable Remington to understand what types of 

documents plaintiffs are requesting.  Remington further objects to this document request on the 

grounds that it seeks discovery of information which is irrelevant to the claims in this action 

and/or information that is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence or relevant 

information.  The allegations in the Amended Complaint in this action do not appear to have 

anything to do with the “safe sale” of firearms, nor do they allege any claims that implicate the 

“safety of users of firearms.”  Finally, Remington is a manufacturer of firearms and ammunition 

and transfers lawful products to other federally-licensed businesses, which resell them to other 

federally-licensed businesses or to law-enforcement-approved consumers for use in the shooting 

sports. Remington is not a law enforcement agency, and it does not have law enforcement 

authority or powers, so it is unclear what information plaintiffs are requesting that would involve 

policies and practices related to the “protection of the public from the unlawful use of firearms.” 
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 Remington notes that it has engaged in informal discussions with the plaintiffs regarding 

the scope of the corporate designee depositions and the documents requested therein and have 

provided informal objections to counsel for plaintiffs to facilitate those discussions.  Those 

informal objections are contained in an email dated May 9, 2016, a copy of which is attached 

hereto.  Said informal objections are incorporated herein.   Counsel for Remington and counsel 

for the Plaintiffs also have agreed to meet and confer regarding these objections on June 2, 2016. 

     THE DEFENDANTS, 

      REMINGTON OUTDOOR COMPANY, INC. 

      & REMINGTON ARMS COMPANY, LLC 

 

       

      BY:/s/ Scott M. Harrington/#307196 

             Scott M. Harrington 

                DISERIO MARTIN O'CONNOR &  

       CASTIGLIONI LLP  #102036 

             One Atlantic Street 

             Stamford, CT 06901 

             (203) 358-0800 

             sharrington@dmoc.com 

 

James B. Vogts (pro hac vice #437445)  

Andrew A. Lothson (pro hac vice #437444)  

SWANSON, MARTIN & BELL, LLP 

330 North Wabash, Suite 3300 

Chicago, IL 60611 

(312) 321-9100 

jvogts@smbtrials.com  

alothson@smbtrials.com  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I hereby certify that a true copy of the foregoing was mailed on May 16, 2016 to the 

following counsel: 

 

Koskoff Koskoff & Bieder, PC  

350 Fairfield Avenue  

Bridgeport, CT 06604 

jkoskoff@koskoff.com 

asterling@koskoff.com 

khage@koskoff.com 

 

Renzulli Law Firm LLP 

81 Main Street 

Suite 508 

White Plains, NY 10601 

crenzulli@renzullilaw.com 

sallan@renzullilaw.com 

 

Peter M. Berry, Esq. 

Berry Law LLC 

107 Old Windsor Road, 2
nd

 Floor 

Bloomfield, CT 06002 

firm@berrylawllc.com 

 

 

 

 

 

      /s/ Scott M. Harrington/#307196 

      Scott M. Harrington 
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